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„ The MAILING DATE of this comm unication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -■ 

tup ppp, v Rl ED 11 January 2002 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

Sflo^ < with a PP eal fee > ; ° r (3) 3 time ' y fHed ReqU6St f0f C ° n,mUed 

Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

706.07(f). ^..nHorwrFR 1 136^ The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1.136(a) and the appropriate extension fee 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

1 □ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
2.S The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) H they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: See Continuation Sheet . 
3-D Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): 

4. Q Newly proposed or amended claim® would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

5. D The a)Q affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)Q request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condition for allowance because: 

6. D The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 
7 M For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)H will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: 

Claim(s) rejected: 1^19. 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 20-25. 

8. Q The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)Q approved or b)Q disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10. D Other: 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 



Continuation Sheet (PTO-303) 
09/638,119 $ 



Application No. 



Continuation of 2. NOTE: In response to Applicant's argument regarding Claims 1, 9 and 16 that the reference doesn't show a 
temperature sensor for detecting temperature of a mating connector, it has been held that a recitation with respect to the manner in 
which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus satisfying 
the claimed structural limitations. Ex. parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (1987). Also, in response to applicant's arguments against the 
references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F 2d 1091 231 USPQ 
375 (Fed. Cir. 1986).. 
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